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Dear Hed, ^ 

I have awaited your letter of the 2nd before wilting you. It has just come and I lay 
all other things aside to make immediate response. I had involved but one othhr cricis in 
any of these matters, U a ry, and that only after you did. I have no complaint about that and, 
in fact, think it was a good idea. I had just assumed you would. Because you involved Jerry 
and Howard, ana because you sent them copies, I also will. I will address no other critics 
and I think you should not for a number of reasons, one of the more obvious reasons being 
they all have enoufeg trouble and not enough time. 

Kather than tie paranoia you seen to find in me, ay fault lies in the opposite 
direction, a willingness to trust almost anybody and, except where 1 have basis not to, 
the unquestioning acceptance of t he word of those X trust. One of the consequences is a 
keen disappointment when 1 find the word breached. I have no objection to your styling 
this as an iimsaturlty, especially considering my years and experience, but it is th- way I 
am and if it leads to pain it also leads to good with some people. 

I have lived so long with futilities so numerous and different that what would have 
depressed me at your age has virtually no efiect on no today. The one I find difficult to 
accept is tliat which wastes any of ny tine, especially if it accumulates to an amount of 
time I could have put to a constructive purpose. 

ihere are several things about your self -disclosures tliat did surprise me. I attempted 
to address some of these when you were here. Ifou are also hard to get through to, and I think 
you not only didn’t understand but more, dion t want. to. ... r , 

Over the years “ liave detected and have had specific complaints amde about what in 
one of its more charitable representations is described as a sort of fatherly attitude on 
my part in my relations to other critics. There is validity to this, if I think there is not 
to its being a complaint. My years alone have afforded me the op./ortunity to see and learn 
what others have not, as has my experience, which is unique among the critics. Thi 3 does not 
mean that 1 know what others cannot, see what they cannot, etc. x t does mean that while we 
are all the creatures of our own experiences, 1 have been provided with the opportunity to 
have more experiences and of these, a higher percentage that are relevant in this work. One 
of the few compensations of years is the understanding they make possible. They also wear us, 
both way3. One of the results of my experiences i3 tliat it is a futility for you to try and 
convince n© that your preconception a, what you learned in college, or what you prefer to 
believe, especially after the least amount of time in the cilod of anyone who might presume 
to call himself a critic, has more* validity than ay experience alone. When you got to this 
point in our discussion, I was satisfied that what had begun to dawn on me was the fact, At 
that point I realize that your continuing chnages in your own position and formulations made 
the project a futility and, as you may recall, my concern, ultimately made explicit j switched 
to you and how you may ultimately come to tiling of yourself in ail of t is. It hssn t changed, 
and I would like you to think of it a bit. It makes no difference to me whether or not you do, 
and it certainly can't have any effect on either ay decisions or my prospects. 

As I address your letter, which I sliali doe p.ragrpah by parugrpah, more of this will 
become explicit, but not all of it. 

Let me begin with our original understanding. It was simple and acceptable to me. In 
fact, the only changes in it I recall making were in your interest, not mine. You Would finance 
the printing of a private edition of the full Post mortem in return fo., the might to condense 
it into more popular form. Your role i3 tliat you described as tliat of editor, and you were 
so self-ef lacing - to begin with- that you wondered whether it would be proper to include 
your name in that condensation as editor. It is I who assured you you should, remember? 

How in all of this, including your letter of ll/2, you make no reference to any of iiy. 
feelings, reactions or attitudes. To this maoment I can think of no single one. What I am 
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mild lose no v alidi ty if there were one or two instances I nave forgotten, for I 

rjES Jrc^iSe°yof^t y so S.^rhS^ Of 

se SiK ** w. " 

In your thinking, why' not switch roles an- then think? 

Let me cite a few examppes. You confessed feeling anger at having tew "put down% If 
1 understand this new slang, it ~s not that 1 ^ hut 

of our discussion was over, you had no answeer to what I haa argued. *y response was^t.na 
, rQU as jc yourself if you had not been a bit arrogant, and you agreed you han been. What 

tsdi srrrrjft ;rr*£ sssri »r r 

discussed whatever your f SS^CbroS ^ef attitudes 
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times as^much an expression of opinion as you claim in letters from strangers alone U 
rather remarkable Outpouring in the context of other opinions you also expressed, based not 
Of SOt oTS preOonSptioOs that are invalid). One of the things of future Value to any 
archive, in fact, willibo Just this, so^thig I am surprised did not suggest itself ot a 
h1 a- t > ira t TV confrontation was aired to end at 2s 30 a.m. on a Sunday morning, 225 
Sf etf Cay.VxOOl minuteof 11 two thereafter I did not get a chance to return to sleep because 
nf the calls from strangers who first had to learn where I lived by calling the sta/ion and , 
then had to learn my phone number, which the station did not at that time of the moralsig 
e tte ability to make available. Or, they had to have recalled the one reference to my 
on that show. There is much after the foregoing that *■ just ignore. You ask me 
? 0 «r ®dTs,»» th. validity of your „aiav.t.7 W atpcti™.., losaby 

thanthat of any critic, has greater validity than mine, whicn has been intense, longer than 
S5 oflf other, and It least as diversifiea as anyones? To add irrational to arrogance 
is not tf exaggerate. But what you siiould consider is whether you , oulu have even dare 
take such a position if you were not a matt of wealth holding a carrot out toware me and I 
If a pauper bedause of the work I have elected to do. You may not have han this in your 
conscious awareness, but is it not time to ask if it was in your subconscious 

You seem not to have r alised it, but your abandonment of it 
you now do, but your insistence that nothing couxa hs.p,en until you had a # 10,000 advance 
from a p bliaher ana that is escrow (I've never heard of any agreeing to that-Jiat jus- 
ouy it) was either an astounding ignorance of that to winch you oretend knowlec^e or 
mechanism for killing our agreement while pretexting not to. As I then co'pies,’ 

in real terms, that a publisher would have to expect a sale of not lea., than 40,000 copi s, 
a rarity on any subject. That a _s§H precondition. Had? So, either, despots your long and 
insistent peSstafeLon of media attitudes, this neans you are astounding ignorant or were 
stipulating what you knew had to Jdfflik kill the deal or what is worse, had designed a. 
mechanism to permanently sup ress this work. 

You gave me to understand the great sacrifice you were making in laying your thesis 
aside (your great dedication on this is the latest change, added after your letter was toi' 
and retyped). It i 3 , indeed, a sacrifice. But compare it with what not but my wile alone 
has sacrificed and be ashamed! all your money can’t buy what she had done, what she nas Ixved 
thro ugh Jiu still does! But you alone were suffering t is great sacrifice, huh. la arrogance 
the right or an unki nd word? Or selfishness? Have you, while protesting your anger, asked 
yourself how I felt/ What had you, what do you still propose? That for your money 1 
my beliefs, what my fairly extensive work has led me to believe? You have asked .e, lor mon y, 
to change and to permit the change of what I have written. In fact, you persist in tnat in 
your letter. It did not, but cod'd Joundo more to himiliate me? I made my choice be. crc jou 
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J!®” 1 ° U3pec J t * Chr y 3l ° r tried to bu y n® iu the aUiiii.er of 1936, when I was investigating 

impoverished, it is not because 1 could not have accumulated a fair 
amount of pelf. But my p hint here is, aak yourself it 1 gave you more offense than tou gave me. 
And who made toe changes in our agreement that made this in any way an issue? Have a in ‘ 

the slightest departea from my word or even s weatee* it? 

11 that was in your mind is your o.n great sacrifice in delaying your thesis and 
you have now changed on that, 1 think this is wise, .'hen I suggested^? T 

^ f ?<***"* thau of. as something \ would V 

way. J-Tue. JitL „h,= first part of toe book, just the copyrighting I delayed for more than a 
ST'** tot *11 and 1 mr . • th0 

to appear S ^ ? aVe “ 311 y ° U ‘ Ve done * the.book now not going 

to appear at tins time, I nay not only be wasted but nay, in the end, cause even more work 

and an enormous amount is possible. Mngs, including our understandings, do ILT. li l 

Cha ?f s the f^^tion, have you any idea the amount of work that alone 
. o you realize teat because of you "il has roindexed tills thing? have you any * ' 

except of the work tliat reared of her? or what we both gave up to to it, tlkeep £ 
part of the oargain. Or to limit this much more, what we had to give up in our own interest* 
in our own litigation? You displayed an unseemly ,.nd rather callous selfishness, *ou have, 
m fact, as yet shown no signs of realizing it. have you not thought yet that the only 
reason 1 had to copyright the new last part is because you have parts of it and had ny 

SLTwfdi *"** y ° U llad 16413011 t0 f6el « ^ Joint project sane 

^°tL nr S this on W previous trip. You then offered to ay the cost of the 

x roaln ( , of aiz copies. When you spoke to hartin, this seemed to require a seventh, as I 
wrote you without response. I made- and paid for the seventh. A trip to Washington is a major 

S2 S A nado 2he six dollar ° ** «» copyright L is abw S a tSr! 

hhAt i had alter the grocery-shopping when you war- last here. These terns are strange and 
foreign to you, fortunately for you, out they are the reality for us. I s ~t H tTt 
you engage in a 1-ttle self-examination in this entire natter. And on a very simple basis, 
onw where ego and neotions night not as roadily involve themselves, on your not sending me 
the coat of xeroxing 1 where your arithmetic when you were hwere was faulty) on your return 

3a t v i r^° U i dJ ° r Vihen 1 WrotU ^ told y° u whafc 1 had done and wLt it had 
coot, or after l hinted when you were hero last. 

Then there was the natter of t e Kennedya and your own beliefs, which we explored at 
some length. At the enn all you oould say that could reasonably be expected is oreciselv 
what °buy did and ia « the book. Wot a solitary thing more. 1 rather surpsie d^by 

whi?^? yOU ^°? Xt f 11 ’ but y° u » not I * refuse to. Ought you hot be asking yourself 

why? °r, as an ehtics major in particular, how you can at one and the same time go to Today's 
of-iot as a fnend and fight with no, without nothing more than an entirely unsupported 

ff 45 ? in -, a chil<1;Lsh efi ‘ ort to pin a bun rap of them which, were it at all 
irrelevant in this book except as an indulgence of your ore-conceptions 
thl !! prejudices. -toow mo another relevance, What I have said of thhoOoi.-dasion and 

tne executive branch remains time even if your suspicion could bo proven log,, correct, ^^ain 
I challenge rational dispute, not non, whin, which is all you 1 to date adv^d. 

r . ,, This nob to 3Ry that th0 passages you do not like are not subject to criticisn. As 

° £ °T e> t8Rd ° fl “ y0Ur f6ll0W boartt hatzon- 

Dach. He should have tol„ rfillens to engage* in sexual self-gratification at the first 

atldSoS mi y at°th d ^ Ca ^t d 43 * >dtnesa - A witnesa to what? The ripples in the water 
t ^ t ^ ^ f b txle shot3 were fired? But why did I not go after your as oo- 
J" ’ ht f he was s' dimply because that also in context would be immoral, it 

ethi^ll^w* h y w^ til1 ' 6thics e ' Ji i )ert * Aak yourself as I began above, how you con 
ethically have done both, or wanted to. J 

l,^^ y0 ;\ aSked / 0UrSelf iS writl ■ who doeE I10t d5re ll ia or long to live in a 
literary bordel-o could accept yout terns? Bow can an honest writer agre.., as a condition 

of any publication oi his work, to accept- ana that without question or the possibility of 
question - the imposing of a doctrine not ids on ids work? Could you, r.elly, to W 
respect for one who would? and eoula you, on toe basis of anything but your“ wealth, aric it? 







"How many hours, how much bloood, what significant part of your life have you out into 
bringing new material to light? How much has this groat effort taught you that can’t be 
taught in the finest colleges or to the best minds? Is : the re a econd fortunate accident in 
your birth that, in addition to wealth, endowed you with a perception and an undert sandin g 
denied mere mortals, the drones who do the endless and dirty work? Do you present yourself 
as having this inordinate an intelligence, one that requires no fact, no experience, no 
knowledge to reach the ultimate and unquestionable truth? If I am not mistaken in ay recollection 
even Howard was rather forceful in urging you to abandon one of your wldms. Yet you. i serai st 
in it even after I sug ;e3t it could kill me. Y ou do not argue that pijt. You merely ignore 
xt. Is such your conept of your sublime undeesstaading? Now before consoling yourself with 
the false notion thaT I am again trying to put you down, a purpose for which I would not. 
as you should known take this time, face the reality, that I am trying to get you to thtok 
yourself and your motive through, to the end that sometime hence you may not find what you 
nave done and what you now propose digfiiculy to live with. 

, , . And oxarain « that ego a bit. You phonod Howard. Save for the possibile embarrassment 
that may have caused him, 1 have no concern or objection. But what did you ask of him? Do 
you not realize that he has read the too earlier parts of tills book twice that 1 know of, 
each time making suggestions, and then came here and went over the new part with care with 
which you have not yet read it (for you do not yet begin to underhiaad it)? What did you 
ark of him? That he confess to an intellectual dishonesty, writing one thing in hio own 
work and agree to something entirely different in his criticism of Eine? To wiiat other use 
££2aM you ut his book? Aside fron this, you do not understand the intellectual relationship 
between Howaru mid me. We do not argue in fancy words, we hold and express opinions vigorously, 
and we .sa£ k change them. Except for my bones and joints, at my age I an much more flexible 
than you in all other ways. And on the question of intellectual honesty, you will find my 

****?• f ° r A ^ont^stop 

position in which you tried to £ut Howard? What could he tell you? Other than he did. Putting 
this another way , were you not, really, asking him to become part of an assault on the 
inte^olty of his friend in which nothing but your wealth was a weapon? How could he of 

himself if he had ac ceded to your request? You do not really undertand those of us who have 
been in this a long time. When Viking came to me for help with Eps'-ein's book because he 
is a lazy and under-informed whore, I took time and I did offer it. I did what he re-fused to 
do - for Ma book, which was in competetion with mine when all the odds were his way. When 
3 an '/ ’“Sgie fields' book were under contract, I offered to the p.r. staffs of both 
publishers (.both of whom, by the way, had for frivolous reasons earlier declined mine), to 
engaged in promoting t '.eir works in compettition to mine without ever referring to mine. We 
old ones are such people. Howard's is the same at itude. Do, ask yourself what you were 
really asking that he do, what you were asking of him. 



1 have teas interrupted often, and I am again. As you know, I will not have or take 
time to reread tins, t is prelude to specific response to your letter, to which I shall retrain 
after taking- Ail where x rust, but Bleievs me, to this point all I .uivc said is in the ho oo 
it can make you think and thin*: dispassionately, for it had long been clear to me tim t almost 
as soon as you made your offer you regretted it and sought ax means of withdrawing while not 
losing your self-respect. Otherwise, for example, you’d not have stipulated that the whole tMn g 
was conditional upon the qj^ultareoqq appearance of your condensation which you now, a 3 I 
shall point out, conceive entirely differently. K can understand such pressures. They can be 
row your eife and she can be faultless. Or from your friends and associates of various kinds, 
or from your conem for Xatzenbach and others. But iwth me all you had to do was say you 
ha changed you mind. It is that simple. This elaborate structure demeans you and insults 
my intelligence. If one of us does not understand it it is you. Do stilj. again, I ask you 

f° r y0Ur 0Vm selfish masons only. I think and I have thought this is entirely 
unlike the- real you, otherwise, when you phoned me with what is totally unacceptable to me 
a have tola you to stay home. I couldn’t sleep that night. I spent only two hours in bed. 

It was not over concern for :yself, for try recent life has be^.n full of such things. 
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Later. Lorry about the ribbon. In the natural light In which I was typing I didn’t 
lalize it had been knocked into the worn-out section (i hopel) how for your letter. If you 
reread it you may find it a little schizo. for example, your first paragrpah says "abridge- 
ment" and "along the lines originally propo. od", wliich cont adicts or is contradicted by 
what follows. There is, I repeat, no change in the original proposal made by me and 1 made 
it in full trust, assuming you meant what you said and would not later, dream up other 
stipulations and conditions. I agree it is impossible. I was certain it wan unlikely as soon 
as you phoned mo before your last trip. 

agreed on your second graph. It is not the crux. Under tho original proposal, liow- 
over, it in the only tiling that coula liave raised any problem(s). I suggest you reread the 
last sentence, one of the minor clues in your choice of words in this 1 .tter, 

oach of t e three points you list has a legitimacy. Each is also entirely inadequate 
Insofar as each goes, we have no conflict. It is because you go farthur than these points 
ana because they are entirely inadequate that wo. have come to a disagreement. The fortify 
my belief that you have not, despite your representation of your intelligence, comprehended 
either the fact or the doctrine of Hi, The alternative makes me shudder. 

The variables in your second ought to .lake you think. It says notuiin^. Is one solid 
point a minimum? minimum to whom? Logical and irrefutabl.. to whom? You ought to try and 
talk to Liebolr, for example, some dune and see what he considers "irrefutable". Or some of 
the whore reporters and writers, where you shoula, from your limited experience, sec hhat 
this is a naive, meaningless description, and if three points are the minimum necessary, 
why not do a magazine piece of say 2,000 .lords? Who decides these meaningless things, we/us* 
a publisher, the media, the public? and under three you find destruction unworthy of mention? 
Or faking? by this time in what I can hope you can agree is out state of knowledge, is as 
far as you can go saying that it waa essentially and remains essentially the WC? To the 
point where you mention no other? I know you mean more than the WC. I am address ing the 
reflection of what I take to be your thinking and understanding, 

next graphs, last on p.1 s It is not just McClelland, nor him plus Stowtrt plus 
ff . “uber, but also two other doctors who can't be questioned ana wheo were there . How 
much more 1 might want to include aan t be clear since I don’t know your plans and cpuldnt. 
Consistent with tills is your omission of any consideration of any areas of doubt. And I 
Bee no conflict in oven your formulation of what you consider more convincing. 1 see nothing 

murually exclusionary except in your mind, Hot as a matter of space or literary or factual 

need, which does make me wonder. As does your persistence with McC , where the entire thing 
can be covered, as I told you in a graph, by the way. you raised this with Howard and Ills 
judgement is other than yours. 

I think you get to the secret nub in the last words of the first line of the second 
page, "attention in any book I want to write. " I leave it here. It is that obvious, and 
that utterly unlike your repr aemfcation to me without wliich we would not have wasted the 
large amount of time we both have, hot at tlii3 juncture with the many other important things 
that press on us. You come back to this differently. 

first full graph, pa. 2s Wo discussed the organization of the work as it now stands, 
the problems that presents, many as they are, and there is no disagreement that it is in its 
least desriahlo form. I know tiiat at least as well as you. On tliis much there is no disagree- 
ment. Unprompted, because of my realities, I go into this in the Introduction you may not 
have read or may have shimmed it 30 fast, looking for only what you wanted in auVencc, that 
it didn't register. Regardless of whose criteria, if you regard a book or the purposes of 
a work of non-fiction as no more than "a logLcal argument", we certainly have a disagreement. 
I think, for example, that fact can be presentee, without argument and without the autor 
drawing conclusions. 

I take violent exception to your slef-indulgence in describing the things about which 
we have disagreed as your "desire for precision". There is no single thing that can be 
so describee, not reasonably, that oame between us. and I think just aoout all the other 
critics plus some editors I know well will, disagree with you and say that this is one of 
tho flaws in my work, evaluated com., rcial^y, that I do include ouch that they consider could 
be left out for precision. Tlie major disagreement between us, insofar as you said what is 
in youg mind, is one of politics or propaganda, hot precision, your desire-let me be blunt- 
to pin a bum rap on the kenuedys. Which to me, necessarily, includes exculpating just about 
everyone else, whether or not this is your intend, ana I do not inter that it is. It is 
the present-day reality, the inevitable consequence. 
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If I do not say anyone isn t at some point imprecise, I can say tliat this is one 
complaint I do not eemember ever being made against any of my work. I have, rather, been 
called a nit-picker because of my concentration on it. Howard and Beraabei read this part 
as well as the others. I recall no such complaint, and I hope you wil_ not take offense 
if I sug est their ints lliganc. compares favorably with yours and your factual knowledge 
unfavorably wity theirs. * mean no offense. Hut you shoudl be facing things, not inventing 
them. These people hav« spent more time in this, have considerable original work and inquiry 
to their credit, and have read more than you, with at least adequate powers of comprehension. 

You are correct in quoting me as saying that there are those who will not permit 
themselves to bo oonvincea, but not in saying it is nitpicking to bo factual ana precise. 

You am correct in interpreting ay position on the role and limitations ana responsi- 
bilities of an editor or an a'oridger, but you miopcpresent my position on tne subject in 
general. I made no precondition in this area except fidelity, i’nis put you in the position 
of wanting infidelity to my work or disagreeing on wliat fidelity is. But on the one question 
that is substantial, ncC, which can be disposed of in no space or time not being, before 
you had a chunc . to even argue your position, I imr.euiately said, "taka it out", it floored 
you, as you acknowledged, and I do not for a minute, for reasons only some of which I then 
gace you, told you 1 thought it wrong and counter-productive. But 1 did even then agree 
to the total elimination. You would not accept it because for some reason I can't fathom 
you are after the Kennedys. -‘o, this is an unfaithful representation. 

Second full par&grpah. I do not tuink you originally misrepresented to me. I think 
you changed -without consulting or informing me. But if you should claim that you hacen’t 
c imaged, then 1 all a very gross ana to us costly misrepresentation. 1 did offer you all the 
leeway in the world, subject only to fidelity to the work. The use of such phrases as 
"logical arguments" are really propaganda here. We never got to tliat. Where we addressed 
specific fact, you were without a leg to stand on, as with the nennedys, when you were 
finished you admitted no more could be reasonably askea of nobuy than what the book says 
lie did, consult his advisers and have them fami.iar with the literature. The problem here 
is tlia you now want and entirely new and an entirely different book, fact and doctrine. 

Third full graph. Showing why ana how the Warren ^owiaission failed at this late date 
is suddenly a major objective of tho stature you here give it? Bven its defenders admit 
it failed. They says tliat although it failea, by accident it is also right. Unworthy of you. 

How much pleasure do you think i got out of the discussion you found disagreeable? 

Was there tiny new element 1 introduced tliat would cake it or did make i „ disagreeable? 

Don't blame me. Bed. Of course I express my views in an outspoken manner, .hat tho iiell do 
you want, that I should kid you? I'llargue the points I argued with you with anyone, and 
Insofar as 1 have liad a cliance to test them, which x iiave to admit is not enough to be a 
roal test, I have no disagreement with my position. But if you think you are some kind of 
great guy for restraining your anger, again X ask you to switch positions, •‘■ou are the one 
who changed the agreement, and tliat without even a clue about it until you phoned, I spent 
an awful lot of time for nothig, and the nominal expenses are for me great. You make a switch 
and I'm not supposea to get angry but it is a great dispensation tliat you don't? What kind 
of t h i nk i ng is this, when you prate the kind of thing you will come to know .mis nonsense, 
what I am I supposed to do, roll ovar and thank Uod for your great wisdom? Don t patronise 
me and don't deceive yourself, neither accomplishes anything. You are in a many's, not a boy's 
league when you work with this, and don t expect kindergarten treatment. A man argues his own 
position, you are capable of it, and if "you lacked arguments, don't blame it on anything else. 
Bich discussions do and can lead to the resolution od fiifforences if the p rties discussing 
have any such intention. But compare two things, which should be comprehensible . On the 
first expression oi your dislike of the kennedy bit, I say out with it. But you argued and 
argued and argued about a single lousy paragrph. If this illustration shows any tiling it is 
that you are determined that you will convert this into your work, with no thought to your 
limitations or who did the work, and no willing to change on even a paragraph. Yet I said 
without arguing thow out much core tiian an entire chapter ehich, but the way, BBJ has just 
reaffirmed for me in his book, not the condensation. Co, I record disagreement with this 
graph, too. 

One page three you make an other under 1 and withdraw it under 8. How can we be 
even talking? You wind up saying that under the best of conditions I have to told this 
enormpus labor in total suppression until some unspecified time next year and then may learn 
that you are backing out entirely, “eread yourself, man. Would you accent this? Sven broke?. 
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„ rt - But , to essentials, you in 1 are offering to buy me. 1 am not for sale And 

so far as byying that work is concerned, it cost rae, in even nv de nam-tr. * , 

“? th» 010,000. I ufa. ^ „ t it 

"“S’?’ »t 00014 «d i a«, «™ coal. not. this,” !fli mtto^2: 
t I think you should examine your formulation and your native as disclosed hare not 
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toinx you are ^ and again I invite you to solicit the other three opinions'. 1 repSt this 

no 
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... . n tlli3 connection, why do you not ask yourself, if your motives are t>urp wbv -mu 
T* Q " ^ ft±a ^ lo 0fi0r: y° u wulu pay for the printing of the entire work in 

ITS TJV*™. r e T£ xa ^ Qirketplace 

and the one you originally made, that the unabdirdaed couaa 

«2S S 2 5LTS2 r: is^ySSr 2 

TOu SLi * „ v **** dovaxd ' 3 0311 tilat lle understood what is Utterly fSse that 

you imposed no limitation on the appearance of the entire woric. 1‘hus he had to tSS I was 

they*in “eif, ‘JltF** **” * *** 00nditioM? ° r ^ or “«* « 

s»- 

«*. x « r^2L^s^sr“ *°“ pt oith " ,our w ox 

/» IS 01 no consequence, nut ask yourself what you would be doing to re to u . t« 

show tiT^-STS ° f 7™ t “’ 8 . W03 * if y0U 

tS2 C ° n S iVe ti;at At CaG SUbJeCt me t0 SOffle J«P«^ 0 HoI cm?y^ even 

hinA ol this arw not question your won motives in all of this? * 

uuiwJ'SSd'fSiS TtSST 1 *° ‘“if ^ th r °“ “>“«■- .t»i» of 

Or „b£ rth^^ok ‘ ff '“• 00 ° ° r “i**"* «*™n«. 

H ~ - ZJ5J£££% 22 - 

sr “• * •- 

on txiij next jx.ge yo j taL-v about giving up a Year of vnur- +h r* tv ■ ,, . 

to do a complete rewrite, then you are in thl wLL ffld 1: requires that 

way of calling the complete work triTl-d Sk T J ’/I lf , tner ' were “V rational 

««. Pto b lu ^ p.oS. -.S’.s y,*5s% — »» 

oegin with? ’ - x tile ‘ k11 are we talking about to 

J 2t , *S2’iX?i , 2S w S2^25- ‘ , “ or ° « “*““ e * t f,ct -» 

«• of toythirs llE tto I M 1 X”™ 1 * 

wtao you talk about what you trauki^aSy I fd"" “ 0lC ' 

od a doal for vh,, you loik bac- ol anT Im. ^ ? T “* be doh^uorlas mj kind 
tta cor.pat.fy „ti.ff.u »fth 

s-r-rst- xr - a “ ^ ^ -- - s 



7)))for the time i«ed has already wasted for me is enough to have finished AtffiHT OSrfAnD Aand 
at least an appreciable part of Tiger. That is an enormous cost. Ul, spent a month just typing 
corrections, and I spent that much time posting them. *ius other things, including his wasted 
time here. This has been a serilus emotional drain to me, more than I tMnk i a here reflected. 

Don't be kidding yourself about mo and editing, either, ''ary can tell you how long 
o 1 tiade what efforts I could. It is, to his knowledge, either kid-1967 or close to it. 

He also knows how I tried to arrange i -to havesomeone here , living with me at my expense 
when I can take c„re of myself without going into debt, so tha . the editing could be 
continuous, so that any disagreements could be ironed, out immediately, etc. 1 set no 
preconditions on who would do the editing except that it be someone of either sex who had '~ 

done well in college and was reasonable lucid, ask him. 

and don t kind yourself on ano tlier pmtj I have always submitted my work as soon as 
possible to the critical ana lysis and. comment of all tac other cxitios who could take the 
time and who 1 considered even remotely qualified to iiave an opinion. 

Do, I repeat, much as I'd like,, to get tliis book you, not only do I find your 
conditions intolerable, but I think the last thing you want to do with what you have 
reflected is to enter into any kind of an agreement. Hot to tell you this honestly and 
openly would be an act not of friendship, <tuit before you hurt yourself worse, by loss, f or ——-4 
me, is much greater, and I'll just have to accept it. 

I think the i.f. unworthy of serious comment. 

ao, I think the thing to do now i3 for your to return the documents I gave you without 
keeping atiy return tlie ACH copy of tho new last part I loaned you, the xerox, and 

destroy any/notes you have made of any kind. I expect you without an agreement I accept to 
make no reference to the content of tliis work, to any of the fact in any of it. If you 
have suf , icant inte est to refer me to anyone you may thing may be in te rested, 1 would 
welcome that. 

S in ce beginning this, I have asked nil the amount on the check I is ueu for the xeroxing 
you said you'd pay for and required not only so you could have a corrected copy to work with 
but to protect the work because you were allowing it to people. It is 556.70. I may have 
remeberad it a bit off, but tnat ia close. If you don't want to pay it, don't. 

I an depending upon you to preserve confidence on all of this. It was one of my 
original stipulations, As I am sure you will recall. I have enough worries without the potential 
of what you can attract to me. nosides, you have no remaining legitimate purpose. 

Tou have given me ano tlier problem you are, apparently, unaware of. Do I stop 
in the middle of what you caused me to do or do x continue? Xf I continue, 1 give other 
tilings up, and if 1 do not, I waste a rather large amount of work as anyone at all familiar 
with commercial art will tell you. l<ot counting sleep ana other tilings, ^aid, because 
I took your word, o hers took mine, ana they went to some cost and spent eoaCtiiSS? There 
is no tiling I can do about this, as they will know. 

I can t waste time t hinking of diplomatic formulations, believe what you will, 
my purpose here is not to insult or oi l end you but to try and ge you to think, to undertand 
what you iiave done, to understand yourself. Were I not of this intent, I'd merely have 
written you no deal, please return overytiiing. all tliat wont before can 3 erve no purpose 
if you do not at least think a ..out it, long, sraight and hard. 



s oat wishes, 

fb to Ohm, Hit and JVt 1 put no restrictions on your internal comments, if any, on this, ofc 
to Hed, but I specifically aask you you do not uiacusm this or any aspect with anyone else 
lor the reasons explicit enough above. If any of you feels impelled to ueu., you might address 
in your own way wliat I have largely avoidwu, his proposal, in any af its forms, and jay integrity, 
a consideration not only not mentioned but X think not ever, in any way, considered. UAS. I 
an not asking you to rush the kCR copy you have back. I'd like jrou to road it. sut if there 
will be long delay, 1 a lime it. I no , have but four copies, not nearly enough for any effort 
to do anytliing with it, as in some way I siioulci try. yne will go immediately to an editor 
known to one oi you, not Because iiis house will consider publieshing but so he can mak e sug- 
gestions. iaen therein bo iliree, and x need one to work with. 1 shouiu Iiave another one for 
a legal reading, aim tiieu there is one. A iiis is how it goes. 

bcc for uHb. I think bed heeds help, is in some kinf of emotional trouble. I hope you can 
find time to satisfy yourself on this score, for I am not expert, but beguiling with his call 
to mo^ I Iiave been concerned about it, seriously concerned, “e did misrepresent, grossly, to HR, 
wnat his offer really was, and 1 think no en of t.is is the guy ha really is. So 1 have to ask 
myself why, hence my concern. I'll not engaged in long correspondence on this, if anyi top) 




